MAD1V151onof S
. ‘Capltal Asset Mgmt

B ‘State Btuldlng Inspector

Appellant

Appellee W

 BOARD'S RULING ON APPEAL

Introductlon Y

Th15 matter carne before the State Burldmg Code Appeals Board (“Board”) on

| (,L,;'kAppellant’s appeal filed pursuant to G.L. c.143, §100 and 780 CMR 122.1. In accordance w1th
780 CMR 122.3 the Appellant petltloned the Board for variance from certain emergeney
e .vorce/alarrn communication requirements and certain visual and audible notification -

e error in the APP‘”al madvertenﬂy ¥

(the #Code”), Section 907.2:12.2 (a typographrcal

ents of th_'l""l Edltlon )

- Section 716.5.3.1 of the Code that requ1res ﬁre and smoke dampers at duct penetratrons of 1

ThE ‘:shaft enclosures

A Hearmg relatlve to the appeal was convened on May 6 2010 The Appellant and

} j_ others defendmg the appeal were present. The. Appellee along with the ASSIStant Flre Chref of

- SN the Town of Amherst l1kew1se were present All wrtnesses were duly sworn

Exhlblts

The followmg Exh1b1ts were accepted 1nto ev1dence at the hearmg on tlus matter w1thout

" objectlon and revrewedby the Boa.rd j' 1 i ,}7 .

| o Exhlblt 1 State lulldlng Code Appeals Board appeal apphcatlon forrn w1th

oF _"j;testrmony presented at the hearmg ' There is substantral evrdence to support the follovnng.
,'_ﬁndmgs i : S Rt S T S

.V;_ j':" 'L,

numerous attachments dated Apnl 8 2010

Fmdmgs of Fact

The Board bases the followmg , ndlngs upon the ethbrts 1dent1ﬁed above and the i

On March 19, 2010 the Appellant submrtted mformatlon to the Appellee 1dent1fy1ng
certaln potentlal butldmg code 1ssues pertammg to the des1gn of the proposed New :

N ntified this Section as 907.1.12.2) and Sections 907 1‘ e \f
0 and 907.9.2, respectively; additionally, variances were also sought from th requirementsof b



© 2. onMarch23,

_ ® | 'Laboratory Scrences Butldmg, 240 Thatcher Road Amherst MA at the Umversrty of
.~ Massachusetts at Ambherst. :

C o two dlst ct Code noncomphance matters: emergency voice/alarm communication issues

2010, the Appellee rssued a letter of ﬁndmgs of noncomphance 1dent1fy1ng :

. "_.per Sectron 907.2.12.2.and visible and audible alarm requirements of Sections 907 9.1 and r e

90792, respec ively; add1tronally, lack of conformance to Code Section 716.5.3.1 whtch

Y.

S ~ requires fire and smoke dampers at duct penetrations of shaft enclosures, was 1dent1ﬁed
-~ 3. OnApril 8, 2010, the Appellant filed for Building ¢ Code Appeal ‘with the State Bu:lldmg

- Code Appeals Board seekmg relief from the 7th Edrtron, 7 80 CMR, Code sect1ons c1ted andl- 1 i

B A presenting defense for the variances requested A e
4 The Burldlng Code Appeal Hearlng was held On May 6 2010 in Taunton MassachuSetts S

Code Analxs1 . '

The butldmg at mterest isa proposed new constructton 6 story research laboratory burldmg : R o

'wtth basernent portions and where the housing of reseatch anlmals, is intended. Building _
Construction Type is IA and USES include B USE (Offices and Research Laboratories) and H 2

*and H-3 USES (Hazardous Materials Storage) /The total bu11d1ng area is reported as 268 146 sq ft. E S

| ':and the bu11d1ng total he1ght is reported as 86 ft & B ERISIE Sy

S The Appellant sought re11ef from the requlrements of Code sectmns 907. 2 12 2 and 907 9 1

ll and'907.9.2 as such Sections relate to  emergency voice/alarm and visual and audible alarm

e notification apphances respecttvely, additionally, the Appellant also ‘sought relief from Code' ‘
i Sectton 716. 5 3. 1 whwh requ1res fire and smoke dampers at duct penetrat:lons of shaft encloSures

Tluough Appeals Board presentatlon ut111z1ng a whttc paper t1tled “SUPPORT ING

" ,—;STATEMENT FIRE, ALARM AND FIRE DAMPER VARIANCES NEW LABORATORY T
SCIENCES RESEARCH LABORATORY UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 240

'THATCHER ROAD AMHERST, MA” — hereafter, the “Report”, in_ conjunction wrth a Plan of -
~ the lower pOrtlons of the subject burldmg, 1dent1ﬁed as “FIGURE 2” in the Appeal—supportmg :
'matenals e L

The Appellant test1fied that in the v1var1um portlons of the bulldmg, rdentlﬁed via the

S Report and Figure 2 — a portion of the. bu.tldmg ‘basement areas — it is necessary to minimize noise
~ and vibration that have been shown to cause distress in some research animals, thus certam’Cocle-. e
.'requn‘ed commumcatron requrrernents and aud1b1e and vtsual alarm requtrements were sought".- S

e 'allowed modlﬁed or not ut111zed at all

The Appellant sought by Varlance the r1ght to zone the vivarium 50 that alarms vmthm

o such would only sound if an automatrc or manual ﬁre detect1on dev1oe, on the sanw level

,acthated T e S T RN Ca T ’ '

'—i" IR

. Addrtronally the Appellant sought to subst1tute aud1ble “rnouse tone” alarm for Code—- |
o requrred aud1ble voice or tone alarms to preclude stressmg the laboratory resea.rch ammals

The Appellant also sought to prov1de no horns or strobes in holdlng rooms 1dent1f1ed in the e

| '.‘__'-ReportandFrgureZ B



Gl The Appellant sought to prov1de “mouse tone”’ horns'ln procedure rooms or operatmg R
: -frooms:' necropsy cage storage and certam vestlbule areas and locker-and_seche entry as 1dent1ﬁed £

The Appellant further teS’flﬁed _that standard devrces and sound m admmrstratwe areas I
' :wou]d be prov1ded per the Report and"Flgure 2 R 5 G

L The Appellant explalned that a “mouse tone isa low erQuency, sme wave tone that has e
o _‘been utlhzed in ammal facﬂltles as 1t results in a lnmted negatlve response from ammal occupants o

o The Appellant observed that the a:mmal faclhtres where var1ances from the requrrements
e 'for standard devices and sound are sought, have llmlted numbers of regular staff who can be
- trained relatwe to fire ”emergencres that the subject areas are in the lowest portlon of the bullding 2
 sothere is no danger from events below this lowest level and further offered that the sub_}ect level =~
- is separated from the next' story above by a rated ﬂoor assembly havrng a ratrng 1n excess of two Ty
i 'hours w1th no unprotected opemngs e A : S : : -

B Add]tlonally, the Appellant testlﬁed that the faclhty isto be fully spr1nklered and w1ll be . Ie L
o provrded w1th complete coverage by system connected smoke detectors T e
o Wrth these descnptrons the Appellant argued for variances to Code Sect1ons 907 2 12 2 and_ EREE

o _'jf-907 9.1 and 907.9. 2 be allowed glven the proposed alternat1ve ﬁre detecuon and occupant i AT o |

o Relatlve to requestedf variance to Code Sectlon "716 53.1, the Appellant'testlﬁed'that 1t is
~ common pract:ce for laboratory fume hood systems not to provide fire and smoke dampers; -
. additionally, the Appellant noted that NFPA 45, the Standard on Fire Protection for Laboratones
s '_Usmg Chermcals prohlbrts 1nstallat1on of automat1c ﬁre dampers 1n laboratory hood exhaust
. »'systems »4 ; R I S

TR The Appellant further testlﬁed that where ductwork leaves the top of the shafts enclosures ‘
o at the ﬂoor of the mechanical penthouse, it is proposed to prov1de 2-hour rated duct wrap | for . . A
s :enclosure of the duct from the top of the rated shaft to the connection of the duct to the exhaust
- fans, arguing : such. approach provrded protectmrUr comparable to a continuous shaft enclosure *
' .l_-"although no special protection is intended e1ther msrde or outS1de of the enclosure for the fan and
S fheat exchanger of the exhaust system Sl S S -

S The Appellant also testlﬁed that as proposed and under current des1gn 1ntent10ns, the T
R fiproposed exhaust system is not classified as a hazardous exhaust system (fire sprinklers would be L
-~ required within ductwork so. class1ﬁed) thus fire sprmklers are not inténded for the subject ~ | e
. - ductwork exhausl system due to maintenance and operat1onal concerns, coupled with operat1ona1 vy
S ﬁexpenence that indicated that combustible residues do not accumulate in laboratory ductwork,
- reducing concern of possrble ﬁre spread wrtlnn the laboratory duct system to the equlpment 1n the
i mechamcal penthouse 5 - : T '




_ e . The Appellant crtlng the proposed Protectlon approach agarnst ﬁre spread v1a the oxhaust ; SRR
S . ducts to the exhaust fans requested a varrance from Code Sectron 716 5. 3_ 1 Whlch 1mposes a '

e s Conclusron o

, Relatrve to varrance requests to Code Sectrons 907 2.12. 2 and 907 9, 1 and 907 9. 2 the
X Board recognizing t the necessity to-maintain strict.control of research animals, was sympathetrc to
needs of the proposed Laboratory but: remamed concerned regardrng lack of ¢ occupant not1ﬁcat1on
e 1n those areas. where trad1trona1 notrﬁcanon rnethods are pr0posed not utrhzed at all '

;'To thrs end a Motron was made and seconded that grants the variance rehef to Sectrons 90’7 2 122
i, and 907.9.1 and 907.9.2, conditioned upon the  requirement for some form of occupant nohﬁcatlon, NEL
. viamass notification methods or other methods, acceptable to the Burldmg Ofﬁc1a1 and the Fire
i Oﬁicral mvolved and quantrﬁed for the record be provrded tlﬁs Board vote was unammous
S "Relatlve to the varrance request to- Seot1on 716 5 3 1 and based on the engmeered solutrons ;
o presented by the Appellant, a Motion was made and seconded that the vanance as- requested, be
o granted tlns Board vote was unammous : : , , -

| so ORDERED U e N

o StanleyShuman .Taco'b Nunnemacher Charrman U N Thorna‘stley' e S
:‘DAT‘E]})':_ May;z'-z,- 20‘10“; S o

R Any person aggrreved by a deczsion of the State Buzldmg Code Appeals Board may appeal to
L Superzor Court in accordance wn‘h G L c 3 OA §I 4 wzthm 30 days of recezpt of thzs deczszon

o A complete admnnstratlve record 1s on ﬁle at the ofﬁce of the Board of Burldmg Regulatrons and
Standards N e , , !

 Atme copy attest, dated: May27.2010
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